W
hat does sustainability mean to city economic development officials? The term sustainability has been embraced by many to help redefine priorities for local governments. An ever-expanding list of research encourages cities to be attentive to the environmental and social impacts of economic growth and land-use decisions (Birch and Wachter 2008; Bulkeley and Betsill 2005; Kahn 2006; Pinderhughes 2004 ). Yet the variety of initiatives that fall under the sustainability umbrella cause some problems for our practical understanding of how local governments implement sustainability principles. Efforts have been made to catalog and evaluate what local governments are doing to pursue sustainability (Portney 2003) , and a number of case studies have been published to show how specific cities are taking steps toward sustainable development (e.g., Thomas and Furuseth 1997; Lindstrom 1998) . Within some communities, advocacy organizations have developed indicators to evaluate and rank how government responds to their favorite sustainability goals. But the development of best practices and evaluation instruments has drawn attention away from how practitioners conceptualize sustainability (some exceptions include Bruff and Wood 2000; Jepson 2003) . The dialogue on sustainable communities would benefit from a clearer understanding of what sustainability means to the officials in local governments who have day-to-day responsibility for growth and economic development. Local officials' conceptions of sustainability matter because they help shape local government policy and because they are ambassadors of the local sustainability agenda, sharing information with citizens and the business community. Furthermore, exploring what the concept of sustainability means to local government officials may be an important precursor to better implementation and evaluation research.
Using Q-methodology, this study offers insight into which aspects of sustainability are most important in the minds of city development officials in the San Francisco Bay Area. Sustainability shapes local economic development, but different aspects of sustainability are emphasized in different cities. Because of the breadth of the concept and because of the limited time and resources city governments have to pursue new programs, some sustainability initiatives are consistently more salient in some cities but not in others. The findings should encourage researchers to direct new attention to the city officials responsible for implementing sustainability initiatives and prompt reflection on how officials in different cities think about the meaning of sustainability.
Zeemering / Sustainability and City Officials 3 Zeemering / Sustainability and City Officials 3 their own needs" (Wheeler and Beatley 2004, 56) . Furthermore, "sustainable development is a process of change in which the exploitation of resources, the direction of investments, the orientation of technological development, and institutional change are all in harmony and enhance both current and future potential to meet human needs and aspirations" (Wheeler and Beatley 2004, 57) . The Agenda 21 declaration, issued in 1992 by the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, points to specific principles of sustainable development that could be implemented at the local level, including the provision of healthy living conditions and the encouragement of sustainable patterns of consumption (Wheeler and Beatley 2004, 65-66) . The declaration encouraged communities in participating nations to undertake a Local Agenda 21 planning process to implement sustainability at the local level. Recent studies show Local Agenda 21 prompted a variety of efforts to translate broad principles of sustainability into implementable public programs in local government (e.g., Parker and Rowlands 2007; Garcia-Sanchez and Prado-Lorenzo 2008) .
Increasingly, sustainability is being used as a framework to recommend adjustments to the administration of public organizations (Leuenberger 2006) . Organizations making adjustments to become more sustainable often analyze the "triple bottom line," which includes social and environmental responsibilities, in addition to economic growth (Elkington 1994; Roberts and Cohen 2002) . Lamont Hempel (2009, 42) explains, "The ideal of a sustainable community confronts the optimization challenge of becoming green, profitable, and fair, all at the same time." Hempel explains that optimizing all three goals requires significant political effort and coalition building because progress on one of these goals is often perceived to come at the expense of others. For example, economic growth may use land resources and come at the expense of environmental health, or restrictions on new land use may constrain affordable housing. In the United States, local governments are undertaking increasing levels of responsibility for environmental policy, and they are becoming important venues for the coalition building required to advance sustainability (Mazmanian and Kraft 2009) .
City governments are attempting to use principles of sustainability to make adjustments to the operations of city governments and to guide economic and civic activities within their borders. Kent Portney (2003) undertook an extensive study of urban sustainability initiatives. His research illustrates that when put into practice, sustainability can take on diverse programmatic forms. Portney developed a 34-item index to evaluate the extent to which 24 cities were truly "taking sustainability seriously." He assessed whether cities undertook activities ranging from a sustainable indicators project to pollution prevention and reduction. Some cities, like Seattle and San Francisco, ranked high on the index, while others undertook only some of the most common programs, like solid waste recycling. Portney's research provides a critical introduction to urban sustainability initiatives and sets out a clear index to compare cities. Other efforts have been made to create indices or frameworks against which to compare the sustainability efforts of multiple cities. However, if cities are undertaking a variety of sustainability initiatives, how can we determine which aspects of sustainability are most important to them? Furthermore, can we determine if there are any clear patterns to which sustainability initiatives are considered to be the most important by city officials? An index or scorecard will not necessarily provide these insights. Before developing these questions in greater detail, a survey of recent literature will highlight the variety of urban initiatives that fall under the sustainability umbrella.
The Agenda for Urban Sustainability
Sustainability is still a relatively new concept to influence the work of local governments. As demonstrated by Portney's (2003) research, one should not expect many city governments to undertake a full array of sustainability initiatives. Cities with constrained resources may take an incremental approach, gradually incorporating sustainability principles into the work of city governments rather than pursuing a comprehensive sustainability plan. In some areas, such as land-use planning, cities may identify contradictory policy recommendations to achieve sustainability, making it difficult to develop a local consensus on the best course for action. Local conditions may also draw policy makers' attention to some aspects of sustainability and not to others. Sustainability poses significant challenges for local policy makers because the concept points to the need for coordinated action across governmental departments, as well as coordinated action between government and the private and nonprofit sectors. Each local government may engage these coordination challenges in a distinct way. For all of these reasons, one must assume that city officials will attribute more importance to some aspects of urban sustainability than others. Sustainability calls attention to multiple dimensions of local governance. Urban planning, economic development, civic engagement, and environmental initiatives are common areas in which cities focus their energies when pursuing sustainability.
First, sustainability may require cities to change their land-use, zoning, and planning decisions. Following principles of sustainability, urban planners seek to decrease the environmental impact of new development by changing the physical design of cities. Design recommendations range from decentralizing development and creating self-reliant communities closely linked to natural ecosystems to developing more dense and compact cities, oriented toward energy efficiency, reduced automobile use, and the preservation of undeveloped land (Haughton 1997) .
1 As individual cities attempt to pursue sustainable land-use planning, a variety of urban design reforms may be adopted. In some places, sustainability may mean no more than adopting design principles associated with New Urbanism (Thomas and Furuseth 1997) . Amid this complexity, some points of consensus are emerging. For example, the existence of professional standards like the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Green Building Rating System™ may help local governments adopt sustainable building standards more quickly than sorting out the complexity of what sustainability means for land-use planning.
Discussions of sustainable land use and design often emphasize the importance of plans and policies that are metropolitan in scope (Lindstrom 1998; Wheeler 2000) . Because environmental problems spill over the jurisdiction boundaries of traditional local governments, councils of government, metropolitan planning organizations, and other regional bodies are cited as appropriate venues for dialogue about advancing sustainable communities. Sustainability may be pursued best through networks of actors in metropolitan areas that develop performance measures and engage in an ongoing dialogue about sustainability goals (Innes and Booher 1999, 149-53) . However, many metropolitan-wide institutions are venues for policy dialogue but not authoritative action. Thus, the sustainability efforts of individual units of local government, not metropolitan areas, must be retained as a focus of analysis. For metropolitan areas to address suburban sprawl, loss of farmland, and open space preservation, the sustainability plans of small cities and towns on the metropolitan fringe may be more important than the initiatives undertaken by central cities.
Sustainability also prompts cities to rethink what it means to develop the local economy. Some cities have reconsidered the distribution of benefits from downtown development, initiating programs to help unemployed and underemployed city residents participate in economic growth (Krumholz 1999; Bennett and Giloth 2007) . Such programs lead to a more sustainable local economy by explicitly stating equity as a goal for economic development and investing in human capital. Thus, microcredit programs, living wage initiatives, or facilitating access to capital for neighborhood businesses and underserved populations may be components of a city's sustainability efforts (McLean and Bates 2003; Robinson 2004; Servon 2006) . Again, the goals of community and economic development may be viewed differently by the local governments within a metropolitan area. While equity in job creation and affordable housing may be critical for the urban core and innerring suburbs, suburban bedroom communities may seek new job development to help residents work closer to where they live, reducing automobile use. Economic development officials may also be under pressure to pursue new "green" or "cleantech" industries and jobs (e.g., SPUR 2008).
Because sustainability requires communities to rethink resource use and patterns of development, many suggest that citizens must be intimately engaged in the dialogue about how sustainability will be implemented (e.g., Prugh, Costanza, and Daly 2000; Barr 2008 ). Civic engagement in local sustainability may range from providing citizens with information to more deliberative forums and citizen juries, which are more likely to enhance stocks of social capital and enhance public support for proposed sustainability policies (Agyeman and Angus 2003) . Because environmental policy entails complex and technical issues, governments may need to carefully construct deliberative venues that bring together scientists, policy experts, and stakeholders (Bäckstrand 2003; Feichtinger and Pregerinig 2005) . Deliberation and participation may come with burdens. Wheeler (2000, 142) , citing the example of advisory commissions in Berkeley, California, suggests, "Citizen involvement is frequently oppositional rather than constructive." City officials implementing sustainability plans may face the challenge of constructively engaging citizens opposed to the expansion of affordable housing, increased density, or new regulation. In communities where development and environmental issues are very salient to the public, city officials may attribute more importance to civic engagement in their sustainability efforts. Civic engagement and sustainability must be understood as something more than engaging citizens in discussions about environmental issues. Portney (2005, 583) explains some urban sustainability programs focus on "the function of civil society-the institutions and social processes that influence how residents interact (or don't interact) with each other." Thus, some city officials may emphasize programs to improve civic and cultural life in neighborhoods, expand volunteerism, or increase participation in local elections. As with the programs already discussed, civic engagement initiatives will likely take on different levels of importance in different cities.
Finally, cities undertake a variety of environmental initiatives in the name of advancing sustainable communities. The collection of environmental performance measures is often a first step for cities developing a sustainability plan (Portney 2003) . Reductions in automobile use and increased support for mass transit systems are frequently associated with efforts to reduce carbon emissions and combat climate change (Betsill 2001; Bulkeley and Betsill 2003; Mazmanian 2009 ). Drought conditions and water shortages in cities like Atlanta have caused many to question what their communities are doing to manage fresh water resources. Local governments are also among the many participants in watershed management efforts (Sabatier et al. 2005; Kauneckis and Imperial 2007) . Drawing from the slow-food movement, cities are making efforts to improve the use of distinct local resources (Mayer and Knox 2006) . Urban gardening is experiencing new popularity because it develops local resources and has the potential to provide added food security to low-income populations (Allen 1999; Macias 2008) . This is not an exhaustive list of the initiatives cities might pursue under the umbrella of sustainability, but this review begins to identify the array of action that might be taken by cities in the name of sustainability.
The Problem for City Officials
Cities pursuing sustainability may be pressured to act on multiple fronts. Ideally, a local government sustainability plan would comprehensively address how the city will balance economic growth, social equity, and environmental protection while also clearly defining a participatory role for the public in the development and implementation of sustainability efforts. However, sustainability is one among a variety of priorities competing for the attention of public officials. Some cities are likely to incorporate sustainability principles into their development efforts in a piecemeal fashion. Even for the cities that develop comprehensive plans, some aspects of sustainability may be more salient than others.
Examining the vast array of recommendations in both the theoretical and practical literature on sustainability, planning commissions or citizen groups charged with planning for future development may be challenged to interpret what sustainability means in the context of their community (Thomas and Furuseth 1997) . Geographic context and professional training may influence city officials' support for sustainability. In a survey of city planners, Jepson (2003) found planning professionals in rural communities were most likely to support an idealized sustainability framework for planning, with economic development professionals expressing the least consistent support. Local political perspectives and community demands will influence sustainability plans, as will the existing development plans of a community, implemented before sustainability entered popular discussion (Bruff and Wood 2000) . The complex concept of sustainability will take on a localized meaning when debated and implemented in each unit of local government.
If the salient characteristics of sustainability vary across communities, researchers should reconsider how they measure local governments' pursuit of sustainability. The development of an index or ideal framework of sustainability activities has been one common approach to studying urban sustainability activities (e.g., Jepson 2003; Portney 2003) . While this approach allows comparison of how cities rank in contrast to a list of theoretical best practices, it does little to advance understanding about how sustainability has been conceptualized through the political debate and efforts of individual communities (Agyeman and Angus 2003, 349) . Therefore, researchers should also examine how local government officials and those involved in local policy debate discuss sustainability. Starting with ground-level policy dialogue, researchers can evaluate which aspects of sustainability are subjectively evaluated as important or unimportant to city community and economic development officials. This approach can provide a practical understanding of what sustainability means to city officials. This is an important step in clarifying how the concept of sustainability is being applied to develop local government programs, and conceptual clarity is a precursor to better theories about the implementation of urban sustainability programs.
Research Approach
To investigate the diversity of local government priorities under the sustainability umbrella, this research focuses on the dialogue surrounding city sustainability initiatives in the San Francisco Bay Area. Sustainability is a hot topic among local governments in the region. Cities pursue strategies for better urban design, emphasizing principles like infill, pedestrianfriendly development, and access to mass transit. The economic development field in California is attentive to the potential development of cleantech industries in the state, and many local governments are adopting or encouraging green building standards. The progressive politics of cities like San Francisco and Santa Cruz help shape a dialogue on the desired features of development and problems of social equity (DeLeon 1992; Gendron and Domhoff 2009). Numerous community and nonprofit organizations committed to environmental issues, housing, and social advocacy call the region home. Many of these organizations disseminate information to local governments on topics ranging from greenbelt preservation to urban gardening (Wheeler 2000) . One can reasonably argue that the public dialogue on sustainability has in some way influenced the work of community and economic development practitioners in city governments. While officials may be listening to this expansive dialogue, which sustainability priorities do they identify as most salient or important in their communities? As explained above, city officials' attention to sustainability may be stretched over a variety of priorities. Thus, understanding which aspects of the sustainability dialogue matter most to city officials is an empirical question.
In this study, city officials working in community and economic development are assumed to be reliable reporters of information about the emphasis of the sustainability agenda in their city. (This assumption is revisited later in the article and provides an opportunity for further research.) Q-methodology is used to systematically investigate human subjectivity and the perception of complex concepts like sustainability (Stephenson 1953; McKeown and Thomas 1988; Brown, Durning, and Selden 1999; Robbins 2004 ). Q-methodology has been used to investigate the attitudes and perspectives of public officials in a variety of fields (e.g., Donahue 2004; Selden, Brewer, and Brudney 1999; Webler et al. 2003) . Understanding variation in individuals' perceptions may allow for improved analysis of decision making and institutional design for public policy (Day 2008) . In other words, a systematic investigation of city officials' perceptions about sustainability priorities may be the first step in developing a better theoretical explanation for the implementation of local sustainability programs. Barry and Proops (1999) used Q-methodology to investigate environmental attitudes and "sustainability discourses" in the United Kingdom. Their report emphasized the methodological value of applying Q-methodology to the question of sustainability but provided only a limited analysis of how or why environmental discourses might matter for the formulation or implementation of government policy. Rather than focusing on normative arguments about sustainability, the current research was designed to investigate city officials' evaluation of the salience or importance of specific and implementable components of the sustainability agenda.
Because many are unfamiliar with Q-methodology, a brief description of the method will be provided along with the specific application of the method in this project. For those seeking a helpful introduction to the method, Brown, Durning, and Selden (1999) explain its value for the study of public affairs.
2 In a Q-study, researchers interested in a concept begin by developing an expansive sample of statements that appear in dialogue Table 1 about the topic. The sample of statements for this project came from several sources. As noted, sustainability is frequently discussed in the San Francisco Bay Area within the popular media and through the reports of advocacy organizations. The Bay Area Alliance for Sustainable Communities (1997) issued a report outlining ten "commitments to action" ranging from civic engagement to preserving and restoring natural resources.
Q-Sort Statements and Results

Statement
3 Member organizations of the alliance include various public, private, and nonprofit entities from the region. Because of the diversity of participants, one may assume this report presents a fair sample of the dialogue on sustainability in the region. Representative statements about sustainability were taken from each of the 10 areas included in the report. These statements were augmented with additional statements on sustainability and economic development derived from other government and nonprofit organizations in the region as well as newspaper reports about sustainability from the San Francisco Chronicle. The 36 statements for this study are presented in Table 1 . The reader will notice that the statements reflect a range of environmental, economic, equity, and civic engagement initiatives discussed in current research.
Individual statements from the dialogue were placed on small cards. Together, these statements constitute a Q-sample. During a meeting with a research participant, the participant systematically sorted and prioritized the cards. Research meetings were conducted by a member of the research team at the participant's city office. In this study, participants were asked, "Which statements about sustainability are most important for your work in community development?" They ranked the statements on a scale from least important in my community (-4) to most important in my community (+4). 4 The sorting process and follow-up interview averaged 45 minutes. The participants in a Q-study, or the "person sample" (McKeown and Thomas 1988, 35) , need not be selected on a random basis. Instead, the researcher identifies participants who will offer a diversity of perspectives on the concept under investigation. For this study, the goal was to identify city community and economic development practitioners geographically distributed across the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. By maximizing geographic diversity, the research design also captures differences in development patterns and priorities. In other words, the sample includes younger and fast-growing cities, older inner-ring suburbs, and small towns in more rural areas. The names of specific cities cannot be disclosed because the research participants were promised anonymity. Community and economic development officials were selected because they are assumed to have some knowledge of the city's economic growth strategy, regulatory environment, and community preferences for amenities. The strategy has both benefits and limitations, which will be discussed after the results are reported. The selection process began by identifying city government officials from the San Francisco Bay Area on the member roster of the California Association for Local Economic Development. The list was expanded by examining online city government directories for cities in Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Mateo counties. Officials with job titles and management responsibilities clearly related to community or economic development were selected to augment the contact list.
5 Through this process, 58 city officials were identified for initial contact. Of these, 28 officials agreed to participate in the research, each representing a different city. 6 The results of the factor analysis in a Q-method study cannot be generalized to all cities, or even all cities in the region (Brown, Durning, and Selden 1999, 623) . The results do help identify general patterns in the dialogue on sustainability among the cities participating. With the data collected, one can develop a more nuanced perspective on the range of meaning that the term sustainability takes on when discussed by community and economic development practitioners in the San Francisco Bay Area. Because sustainability is a salient topic in the region and because groups like the Bay Area Alliance for Sustainable Communities have articulated a vision for sustainability, one might predict that communities will attribute importance to a uniform set of sustainability initiatives. If, on the other hand, cities attribute importance to different aspects of sustainability, researchers and city officials will need to adopt more careful conceptual language to explain the adoption and implementation of urban sustainability initiatives. While the data are specific to the San Francisco Bay Area, this conceptual problem should interest those who care about urban sustainability more broadly.
After the participants sorted the 36 statements, both quantitative and qualitative data were available. Qualitative insight comes from the discussion between the researcher and the participant during and after the sorting exercise. Frequently, participants explain how they are thinking about the question as they sort statements. In each meeting, when the sorting was complete, researchers asked participants to explain why certain statements were ranked as important or unimportant. The researchers recorded details about how the concept of sustainability was, or was not, influencing practices in city governments. These insights aid in conducting and explaining the quantitative analysis.
The quantitative analysis involves the identification of common patterns in how city officials sorted the statements. Specialized software was used to analyze correlations across participants and conduct a principal components factor analysis, with varimax rotation of the factors. 7 McKeown and Thomas (1988, 51) explain that qualitative judgments based on intimate knowledge of the statement sample and person sample help the researcher identify relevant factors. In the data, eight factors were initially identified with Eigenvalues greater than 1.00; however, some factors explained a very small proportion of the overall variance and contained few logical distinguishing statements. After careful consideration, this analysis is limited to three factors, which together explain about 55% of the variation in statement sorting. For the reader unfamiliar with Q-methodology and factor analysis, these factors can be thought of as three types of cities that exhibit similar patterns in their statement sorting. The three factors help identify important conceptual differences in city officials' approaches to sustainability. After the distinguishing characteristics of each factor are discussed, the implications of the research and problems for future studies are outlined.
Findings from the San Francisco Bay Area
Based on factor analysis of the Q-sorts and discussions with the research participants, three patterns of importance in local sustainability programs were identified. Each factor identifies the importance of a unique set of initiatives linking sustainability and community development. The three groups are labeled "aspiring cities," "traditional development cities," and "participatory cities." Table 1 displays how the 36 statements are ranked on the scale of +4 to 4 under each factor. While none of the city officials participating in the research perfectly correlate with these composite labels and statement rankings, Table 2 shows that research participants in most of the cities had a fairly strong match with at least one of the factors. The discussion may now turn to the detailed sustainability priorities associated with each label. Unless otherwise noted, only statements that are statistically discernable at the p < .01 level are discussed.
Aspiring Cities
The first factor is labeled "aspiring cities" because city officials associated with the factor attribute importance to statements that reflect connections between sustainability, planning, and urban design. This factor explains about 24% of the variance among the statement sorts. Statements identified as important include the following: "Support mixed use development near mass transit hubs" (+4); "Encourage business development with green building standards" (+4); "Educate community members and business leaders about what sustainability means for our city" (+3); "Develop a safe and convenient network of pedestrian and bike routes" (+3); "Beautify, improve, and reinvest in existing business districts in the city" (+2); and "Support local recycling and resource recovery programs" (+1). While not statistically significant, this factor also exhibits the highest ranking for the statement, "Development must be evaluated using the triple bottom line-a prosperous economy, quality environment, and social equity" (+3). The significance of these statements suggests these city governments aspire to integrate sustainability in urban design, featuring compact design and reduced automobile use. Officials in these cities also seek to share sustainability goals with the business community through education and the encouragement of green building. Two statements ranked slightly lower and indicate that community involvement is important to the officials' understanding of sustainability, but not of foremost importance: "Engage multiple stakeholders in discussions about community development" (+2) and "Embrace citizens and community organizations as participants in planning, development and investment decisions" (+1). "Advocate for environmental education in community schools" (0) is also significant and thematically consistent with the last two items but does not receive a positive score.
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Environmental programs and initiatives to advance equity are of lower importance for officials in this group of cities. The statements with significant scores at 0 or less include the following: "Support the development of jobs that will pay a living wage" (0), "Remove barriers and encourage urban gardening initiatives in the city" (1), and "Support the clean-up and reuse of brownfields" (3). Officials in several cities associated with this factor indicated that the city had few brownfields or limited redevelopment needs. Investments in human capital and jobs that pay a living wage may be a lower priority for officials in these cities because they have not experienced industrial disinvestment or because they are seeking commercial and retail development that would not require advanced job skills.
Traditional Development Cities
A second factor depicts a group of cities with officials focused on more traditional development policies. The factor explains about 16% of the variance among the statement sorts. This group includes some of the older suburban communities in the region and cities that have experienced industrial decline and job loss. This group also includes suburban municipalities that have a thriving local business district. Community and economic development practitioners in these cities tend to articulate development priorities that Blakely and Bradshaw (2002) label a "second wave" approach to economic development. Business retention and outreach to the existing business community are particularly important to officials in these cities. Statements evaluated as important include the following: "Retain current businesses and employers in the community" (+4) and "Recruit community and business leaders to reinvest in the community" (+3). A common theme for the San Francisco Bay Area, "Support mixed use development near mass transit hubs" (+2), also ranks fairly high for these officials. For city officials focused on reinvestment and business retention, an important part of sustainability is maintaining a thriving local business community. Officials in this group of cities described local businesses and shopping districts as distinct local assets that should be protected or preserved.
Along with the focusing on reinvestment, officials in these cities were more likely to attribute importance to the equity dimension of the urban sustainability agenda. After business retention, the following statements help define the factor: "Facilitate access to capital and financing for underserved and disadvantaged communities and individuals" (+3), "Support broad investment in human capital development to improve employability" (+2), and "Encourage businesses to recruit and hire the unemployed and underemployed" (+2). "Support efforts to expand affordable housing" (0) is thematically similar to the last three statements-all emphasize equity in some manner; however, the 0 score suggests this statement lacks salience. Economic development officials in some of the cities associated with this factor offered detailed comments about steps that the city government took to work with community organizations or other government agencies to provide local residents with access to job training, business financing, or new opportunities to participate in the local economy. These programs were often described as complementary to the goals of retaining strong locally owned businesses.
While reinvestment and equity are emphasized, some forms of civic engagement lack salience or are attributed less importance: "Embrace citizens and community organizations as participants in planning, development and investment decisions" (0); "Participate in neighborhood and community meetings to discuss development goals and initiatives" (1); and "Engage multiple community stakeholders in discussions about community development" (1). Officials in these cities tended to emphasize engaging the business community in discussions about economic development and sustainability priorities before engaging neighborhoods and other community stakeholders.
Water-related environmental programs were also ranked low: "Take steps to reduce nonpoint source pollution and runoff into area waterways by new and existing residents and businesses" (2) and "Restore and preserve wetlands" (4). For some of the city officials in this group, the low ranking for water programs may be explained by geographic distance from significant bodies of water. Other officials noted that wetlands were accounted for in existing development plans or no new preservation initiatives were necessary.
Participatory Cities
The third factor is characterized by an emphasis on public engagement in development discussions. The factor explains about 15% of the variance among the sorts. The cities correlated with this factor were more likely to exhibit community disagreement about the desired characteristics of development or strong neighborhood networks that participate in local politics, making civic engagement a necessary precursor for both economic development and sustainability efforts. Economic development officials attributed importance to the following statements: "Engage multiple stakeholders in discussions about community development" (+4); "Embrace citizens and community organizations as participants in planning, development and investment decisions" (+3); "Support programs that enhance neighborhoods" (+3); and "Encourage participation in local neighborhood social and cultural events" (+1). Integrating sustainability and community development in these cities requires educating citizens about sustainability and also engaging the public in forums about the desired features of growth.
For officials in these cities, some aspects of equity were identified as more important than others. These officials ranked "Support existing fair housing laws to support prohibitions against discrimination" (+1) as important but "Adapt policies and plans that reduce gentrification" (2) fairly low. A review of the factor 3 column in Table 1 shows the mixed results for equity statements beyond the two that are statistically discernable. Also of lower importance are "Support mixed use development near mass transit hubs" (2) and "Provide tax incentives to encourage energy efficiency" (4). Again, the most discernable characteristic of this group of cities is the strong emphasis on civic engagement and neighborhoods. This reinforces the need for more detailed investigation of the relationship between civic engagement and sustainability goals (Portney 2005) .
Additional Findings
For some advocates of urban sustainability, the aspects of sustainability and community development identified as important by economic development officials in cities from the San Francisco Bay Area may be discouraging. Central to most theoretical discussions of sustainability is a balance of economic growth, environmental preservation, and social equity. Statements related to environmental initiatives seem to consistently evade high rankings in this study. Farmland and open space preservation; urban gardening; access to clean, locally grown food; and even resource recovery and recycling are evaluated as lacking salience or being of lower importance across the three factors. Initiatives like urban gardening may be popular in the city and county of San Francisco, but officials from suburban jurisdictions often explained that there are no barriers to gardening and no need to incentivize gardening. When discussed with a broader spectrum of local governments, some programmatic elements of urban sustainability may be considered boutique policies for large cities. Still, some evidence of support for environmental initiatives can be found. For example, officials from the aspiring cities support principles of urban design consistent with some visions of sustainability, and these officials also emphasize green building standards. In part, the findings may be explained by the focus on community and economic development officials, rather than city officials specifically tasked with environmental programs. This question and other questions for future research will be considered further in the next section.
Further review of Table 1 prompts consideration of the statements that have a similar ranking across the three factors. The similar rankings suggest these programmatic areas are attributed consistent levels of importance, be it high or low, across the officials participating in the research. "Encourage a better balance of jobs and housing" (2, 3, 3) receives similar and somewhat high rankings across the three factors. The high housing costs in the San Francisco Bay Area likely make this a critical concern for local governments in the region. Some officials in suburban cities indicated the recruitment of more jobs would allow residents to work closer to their homes. Thus, balancing jobs and housing would be a logical programmatic component of local governments' sustainability efforts in the Bay Area. Three statements have scores near 0, suggesting a lack of salience: "Expand transit services to under-served neighborhoods and populations" (0, 0, -1); "Encourage the Metropolitan Transportation Commission to repair and maintain existing roads" (-1, 0, 0); and "Partner with schools to support K-12 education" (0, 0, 1). "Facilitate access to clean, locally grown food" (-2, -2, -3) ranks low across the three factors. Some respondents commented that this simply was not an issue on which local government action is required, and others stated existing farmers' markets helped satisfy this need.
Discussions with city officials clarified that some statements were assigned a low importance because they were viewed as the responsibility of other governments or nonprofit organizations. Officials frequently noted that fair and affordable housing were addressed by county or state governments, with little need for local action. Others noted neighborhood cultural and social events were self-organizing or supported by community organizations, without the need for encouragement by the city government. Many expressed support for interacting with other local governments (again, see the rankings in Table 1 ), but these intergovernmental relationships were not as important as other initiatives. This leads to a note of caution. The results of the Q-sort process and subsequent factor analysis should not be overstated. Some officials expressed frustration with the challenge of prioritizing the statements because the city was engaged in a wide range of activities, including those rated as less important on the +4 to 4 scale. Thus, Q-methodology cannot help us evaluate the extent of a city's sustainability efforts, like Portney's (2003) index. Rather, the method provides a unique picture of the aspects of sustainability identified as most salient or important by community and economic development officials in select cities in the San Francisco Bay Area. The results do clearly show that the term sustainability is associated with distinct initiatives in each city.
Finally, one might be curious if any characteristics of the cities aid in understand their loadings on the three factors discussed here. Table 3 shows correlations between each factor and city population, median household income, operating expenditures per capita, and the years that the respondent has worked in the field of community development. Most of the correlations are weak. This suggests that one should not simply look at the socioeconomic characteristics of cities with the hope of predicting how sustainability might integrate with community and economic development plans. As researchers and city officials develop a clearer understanding of the complexity of urban sustainability initiatives, future research will be necessary to determine how community conditions, geographic features, local political conditions, and the broader institutional context for governance make different aspects of sustainability salient for cities.
Implications: Implementing Sustainability in Local Government
Community and economic development officials in city governments emphasize different aspects of sustainability as salient or important in their cities. The varied perspectives uncovered in this research lead to several useful considerations for the ongoing research on urban sustainability. Sustainability implies governments must take action on multiple fronts to enhance equity and preserve environmental resources while also growing the local economy. The findings from this research suggest that those interested in sustainability should not look for a uniform sustainability agenda across cities in a metropolitan area. Rather, more time should be spent investigating how sustainability is conceptualized by officials in individual cities and how this understanding leads to distinct programmatic priorities. The three types of cities identified in this study serve as examples. Aspiring cities appear to integrate sustainability in their future growth and development plans, emphasizing pedestrian-friendly design, mass transit, and green building standards. Traditional development cities appear more likely to pursue programs that retain business and provide more equitable opportunity for current city residents, including the expansion of affordable housing. For participatory cities, sustainability may be associated with new programs to renew neighborhoods and enhance civic participation. Some of the cities included in this research had formal sustainability plans, while other officials simply agreed that sustainability was an important value or consideration for local governments today. Future research should investigate whether formal written sustainability plans tend to advance certain programmatic priorities over others.
Some may be concerned that the lack of uniformity in salient sustainability initiatives may create problems for metropolitan coordination. How can a region act coherently when officials in individual local governments ascribe different levels of importance to equity or environmental preservation? While the lack of uniformity raises coordination challenges for local governments, empirically illustrating these differences may help local governments engage in more constructive dialogue. Andrew Jordan (2008, 20) observes, "The very act of contesting and debating the meaning of sustainable development in concrete decision-making situations itself has enormous value, and is thus a hugely important aspect of governing for sustainable development." This does not mean cities should be satisfied with taking their own course of action on sustainability in isolation from their neighbors. Rather, different understandings of sustainability across local governments within a metropolitan region should be discussed in an effort to learn and adapt. Researchers might even use Q-methodology to work with local governments in a region to identify areas of conceptual agreement and disagreement. As researchers further investigate city officials' understandings of sustainability and the implementation of sustainability principles across cities, there will also be a need to investigate how different participants in urban politics evaluate sustainability priorities. The emphasis on urban design and business reinvestment uncovered in the first two factors in this study may be explained in part by the decision to interview community and economic development officials rather than city managers, planning officials, or environmentally focused nonprofit organizations. This decision was justified by the lack of research on how the officials responsible for implementing sustainability principles support or think about the concept. Q-methodology proved to be a useful approach to understanding the salient aspects of sustainability for this group of city officials. Future studies might use the same approach to evaluate the salient aspects of sustainability among multiple participants within an individual city. This strategy might also help identify salient disagreements, highlighting barriers to the advancement of an urban sustainability program.
The focus on economic development officials in city governments offers insight into the integration of sustainability and city economic development efforts for the sample of officials studied. One of the three groups identified in this research indicates principles associated with sustainability influence urban design decisions and city support for green building standards. Economic development officials have the potential to be important liaisons between citizens, local business, and governments in discussions about balancing growth, equity, and the environment. Because many of these officials place importance on civic engagement, scholars should do more to understand how the officials discuss sustainability with the public and other actors in urban politics. Some cities attribute importance to the triple bottom line as a conceptual framework to guide development decisions. Yet some cities attribute more importance to business retention and reinvestment. As popular and academic discussions focus on a changing global economy and the need for innovation in local economic development (e.g., Blakely and Bradshaw 2002; Feiock, Moon, and Park 2008) , more traditional local development goals, like business retention, remain important to some practitioners. Sustainability may be one component of the new priorities for local economic development, but the diffusion of the concept and its integration into local governance is not complete.
As the public salience of environmental issues increases, local governments across the United States may be called upon to do more to advance sustainability. The theoretical and practical research on sustainability is permeating the field and influencing the work of city officials. As city officials develop comprehensive plans for sustainability, or as they attempt to integrate sustainability principles on an ad hoc basis, there will be more need for research on the implementation of urban sustainability programs. As this research progresses, scholars and practitioners will need to be precise about what sustainability means to individual city officials.
Notes
1. Land-use density is only one example of how different theoretical perspectives on sustainability can lead to not only different but contradictory recommendations for city officials. As will be discussed later, this poses a challenge for the construction of "ideal" frameworks against which to evaluate urban sustainability programs.
2. This article does not attempt to explore the philosophical arguments behind Q-methodology. Interested readers should consult excellent existing resources (McKeown and Thomas 1988; Brown, Durning, and Selden 1999) .
3. Wheeler (2000, 137) explains that this and other sustainability planning documents in the Bay Area are "mainly inspirational in nature" and that their implementation will depend on the action of local governments in the region. As such, this empirical investigation is a useful evaluation of the extent to which these ideas may have influenced the work of local governments.
4. Participants began by sorting the statements into three piles-important, unimportant, and neutral. Participants were then asked to identify the two most important statements, the two least important statements, the three next most important statements, the three next least important statements, and so on. The specifics of the sorting process are discussed in McKeown and Thomas (1988) .
5. For this research, a concerted effort was made to examine officials connected to community or economic development, but the organizational charts of city governments do not always neatly align with research plans. Beginning with the membership roster of a professional organization allowed us to focus our efforts on the desired population of respondents. The California Association for Local Economic Development Web site can be found at www .caled.org. Still, community and economic development officials in city government are not a homogeneous group. In smaller cities, administrators with responsibilities for economic development might also have responsibility for planning, housing, or other urban services.
Sometimes, an assistant city manager has charge of a portfolio including a wide range of activities like economic development, planning, and environmental services. These limitations and challenges are recognized, and they do present opportunities for future research. Some might wonder if differences in the respondents' professional background alone explain variation in the statement sorting. This seems unlikely. As officials sorted the statements, some explained that the city council or another department was giving attention to a specific issue, causing them to elevate that statement in importance. In other words, officials appeared to be attentive to the organizational context in which they work, and they recognized that other participants in the organization help set sustainability priorities.
6. Meetings with city officials were conducted in the fall of 2008, just as national economic conditions and credit market constraints were bringing new challenges to local economic development projects. Several of those who were unable to participate explained that pressures on their time stemming directly from the economic downturn prevented their participation. Given these circumstances, we are satisfied that 48% of the officials who were contacted agreed to participate in the research.
7. The free software, PQMethod 2.11, is available online: http://www.lrz-muenchen .de/~schmolck/qmethod/.
8. In the Q-sorting process, the respondent moves back and forth between classifying the statements in positive and negative columns, leaving the center, 0-score column to be completed last. McKeown and Thomas (1988, 35) explain, "The middle score (0) is not an average but a point neutral in meaning and without psychological significance." Because of the scaling of this particular Q-study, from most important to least important, one may argue the interpretation of the 0 score is more complicated. Because the respondent did not attribute high importance to these statements, one may safely conclude that the 0-score statements do not have strong programmatic significance for the community. In the discussion of the results, 0-score statements are described as "lacking salience."
